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Meetlng wlth the Utah Department of Health (DOH)
: Regarding Modification of z _
the Intermountain Power ' Project (IPP)
~ Air Quallty Permit

, On March 9, 1983, Messrs. Ronald‘L. Nelson (IPP Project’
Of fice), James J. Carnevale ‘(Mechanical Engineering Section),
Roger T. Pelote (Advanced Projects, Bnvironmental and Regulatory
Affairs (APERA)), Timothy L. Conkin {(APERA), Stephen A, Clark
(APERA), and James Holtkamp' (Utah legal counsel to IPP) met in
Salt Lake City, Utah, with Messrs. Brent C. Bradford (Director,
Rpureau of Air Quality), Burnell Cordner {Assistant Dlrector,
Bureau of Air Quality), Montie Xeller (Environmental Nealth
Manager) and NDavid Yopta (Public Health Enqlneer) of "the DOF to
discuss concerns pertalnlng to. the IPP air quality permit. The , o
attached confidential draft IPP letter respondinq to the S
September 3, 1982 DOH letter ‘addressed to you was dlscussed at.
the meeting. The following are Department comments.on. the DOF
position and a summary of the. lssuee 4lscusqed at . the meetlng.

1. Departnent Comments on the DOﬁ Positlon~f‘

a. The DOH has mlslnterpreted the legal definitlons of
"source" and "new" versus "existing" ‘source., These
definitions are ‘basic ‘to the: Department s p051t10n thaf
no emission control equlpment shall be subject ‘to a new
review 1ncorporat1nq ‘the need for compliance with .
current 1983 Best Available Control Technology. .. (BACT) .
The current 1983 BACT should not be required for IPP
due to de51gn modifications because these wodlficatlons
result 1n a net decrease in enlesionq and 1mpacts. '

A "source' as deflned“for IPP lsxthe entl*e generating
station rather than each cenerating unit, - Therefores, a
Aesign modification from.four to two oeneratlnc units
will offset the increase in- 1nd1v1dua1 generating unit
emissions caused by the increase in heat input to the
boilers. The result is a significant net decrease in
emissions which allows IPP to avoid the major
modification review discussed in 2.4 bhelow.
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fThe IPP 4is an. _
:source is existlng when it has: :
pre=-construction- aoprovals ‘or’ permlts"
onservation  Regulations' (UACR) ;. Augus:
I Mentered into binding agreements- or: contractua
" obligations, which cannot be cancelled: or%nodifle_.n
without substantial loss to 'the -owner or’ operator,’ .
o .7 . undertake a program of actual construction<of ‘th
s=.' . source to bercompleted within a- ‘reasonable time" °
. *(UACR, August 1981) .. An "existing” source ‘must.onl
' comply with BACT which was' determined for- that -source
(including a public comment period) prior: to: the time’
the source is considered existing. The . IPP became an. - L
“existing source. when the: condltlons stated abOVe were:"
satisfled. o ; S

Slnce IPP is an exlsting source, any des:gn : .
" modification such as the changes from an electrostatlcvf
precipitator (ESP) to a baghouse and from lime .to .
limestone for the S0, scrubber can.only be scrutinized-
~in terms of the previous permit. application BACT e
‘peoview. The modified emission control eoulpment need - " <7
only ‘be as good as that which was -approved by the DOH: R
prior to issuance of the December 1983 aporoval order.lf -
Current 1983 BACT does not app]y ‘to’ IPP, contrary to - - BRI
+he DOH position discussed ‘in 1.e below.. Fowever, thej,“ B
nNOH can set more stringent emission limits and renoval?ﬁ
efficiencies if the modified control" equlpment is” o
caprable of achleV1ng these new limits and- eLf1c1en01es-
without great operating problems and costs. “IPP-
‘should, therefore, argue  that since equipment
psrformance guarantees are based on the exlsting
emission limits and removal efficiencies, more . - .
stringent requirements would impose unacceptable A
economic consequences on IPP.‘“»;M~~ B rblﬁ

New conputer mocellnc to deternlne the chanoes in.
emission impacts caused by design’ modifications is-
probably not required of IPP ‘However, to. malntaln
good will between IPP and the DOH and to avoid "
political and legal. oonpllcatlonq, it-is reconmended
that computer modeling he performed. If tha impacts
are less than those predicted in June 1083 for- foux-
qeneratlng unlts, tben no further rev1ew As: reeded.ll
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* wlt 1s aoparent that the DOF views the'UACQ as
.glnadequate to. protect ‘against sources ‘such as IPP from: ., ... -
_banking. "paper" emission reductions. ‘It ‘is. likely. that . .
. the DOH may petition the Utah Air Conservation™ - < . el
““Committee « (UACC)-toamend: the regulations to . ¢
_ ”Tspecifically prevent paper-banking should IPP- request
" to do so. . As previously sugges ted 1nformally to your
- staff, . con51der1ng +he status of the permit process,
such a request for "banking" should be postponed ..
indefinitely, and further: discussions on thls subject
g w1th Utah entlties should he delayed._,‘“x , =

2. Summarv of the Meetinq-ﬂ

‘édff The confidential draft IPP letter will only be i
available to the NDOH and the UACC. The draFt 1etter
- will not be avallable for oubllc rev1ew._ : N -

" bh.”  The PP will ofF1c1a11y become-a two-ceneratqu-tn1+ :
project-about .the-end of March 1983. A modified notice -
of intent to construct two generating units- ‘instead of :
four, as origmnally proposed, must be submitted to- the
DOH.. The notice ©of intent must be accompanled by a
description of design changes (such as the increase in.
hoiler heat input from that which was: originally.
proposed) and followed by a new alr quallty computer
modellng 1mpact analysis.;mwrw. Lo ML

It will take frommsogto 90 days (assumlng the DOH does

- not require a 30-aay”extension) to process the rnodified -
Notice of Intent and issue a modified Permit to - '
Construct and Operate or issuve a Rejection Notice. A
30-day public. corment period must be 1ncluded as nart

of this orocedure.ﬁ* ' S

C. The DOH has recelved full Preventlon of Slcnlflcant
' Deterioration (PSD) ‘permit review authority and will be
-comblnlng the DOH and Environmental Protection Agency.
(EPA) "air quality permits .into -one. common permlt. It
is now appropriate that’ IPP address requlatory issues
to the DOH. and not to FPA. .

IP11 000827



. Mr. James H. Anthony N : ;j-‘ﬁg-”} fﬂ?i= _i v:vﬂarch329}_1983

T“offset an’ 1ncreaseﬂ1n'ind1v16ua1 unit en1551ons +to: ]
. eliminate- full. regulatory proceedings. Slnce ‘each.. unlv e
is'a source, any increase idn boiler- heat’ Ainput ‘or any T,
- design modlflcatlon whlch ‘causes a. "51gn1flcant" Co
+" '{ncrease in ‘‘emissions.per unit (U40. tons/year for 802)
~will-resultin a major modification review- by, the DOH,: -
' -subject to all:regulatory proceedings.. The regulatory
proceedings will ‘include a new BACT review for control
of the additional emissions and can result in- a.permit
modification which sets more strlngent emission limits
and ‘removal efficiencies to control the additional
. emissions. New computer: modellng to estinate the new
air quallty em1ssron lnpacts 19 required. R :

a, The DOH does not consrder IPP ‘an ex1stinq source but T
rather a new source.. ' IPP will become an existing : ' B
source after the commexclnl start-up date (apparently _ .
‘each unit will. become. an-‘existing source aFter the . . RPN
commerc1al start—up date of that unlt) BERRC ' B

glnce the IpPp. is a neW'source, any d981an moclflcatlon
of the emission control equipment (including the boiler

- and presumably materials handllng) will require a DOH "~
and ‘public review to:determine -if the control. oqulpmentj
affected by the modification- is current BACT. However,
Mr. Bradford- stated that he would obtain an opinion .
from his legal staff to determine if the proposed
control equipment: modlflcatlons would be subject to
present BACT ‘standards.or-.to'the BACT . standards of
1980, when the air’ quallty approval order was 1esued.w~

. This review for new sources can result in lower . -
emission limits and greater: removal effin1enc1es due to
an improvement in emission control technology 91nce the
approval order was granted.Agﬂx;,r,_-

The control equlpment that the DOH w1shes to rev1ew is
the SO, scrubber, baghouse and-the boiler. This review
is triggered by the changes from lime to limestone For
the scrubber, a:change. from an electrostatic - .
precipitator to a baqhouse, ard an increase 1n heat
input to the b01lers. : R ,
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”The DOH belleves that the IPP permit ‘willobe
“ reevaluated:to determine . if more: stringentiNOZM

‘The DNOH bellPVGS it cannot allow IPP to- retaln PPlSSlOn

emission i;;’.z :
control technology is warranted.. ~This® is’due to. an- - “W. i

l ant1c1pated petition for reevaluation to ‘the" "UACC from L
' ‘concerned citizens. 'The law firm of Ivie and Young has
" been.retained by concerned c1tizens to- “investigate the .
'legal avenues which are open to require more: stringent
"emission control of IPP, .Concerned citizens were:. - <
" granted time-at the March 11, 1983, UACC public hearing
'(monthly ‘scheduled) to express their concerns. toward -

IPP. ' They.cited a staff report of the California Air

' Resources Board titled "Proposed Guidelines for the - .
.Control of Em1351ons fron Coal-Fired Power Plants" - Do

The DOH feels that the present baghouse and scrubber
designs are adequate control systems for particulates )
and 50, emissions, and it is unlikely (but not’ T

" conclusively determined) that more stringent L.'_ o

requirements Wlll be imposed.;

The DOH plans to perform an 1ndependent BACm analysis

that will include a cost/benefit analysis which could RS
offset any public argument for DCH approval of lower -
emission limits. It was pointed out. that more

stringent permit requirements would result ‘in enorrous

,addltional cOsts to IPP.,t~

reduction credits, - ‘when the project is officially
reduced from four to two generatina units, without -
commitments for constructing Units 3 and 4 at a future
date. Under the new source. interpretation, emission
banking cannot be used.- The DOH would allow IPP to
apply for a "feasibility permit", which is a delayeq
construction order allowing the construction of Units 3

and 4 at a future date, if sufficient commitments for

constructlon are made at thls tlme.;

Also, if IPP qan.show,-after the-commercial:start-up
date, that emissions are less than those allowed in the
permit, then credit may be taken for that reduction.
This reduction will only be allowed if it is state-
enforceable, The. reduction can be useﬂ For sale or for
future us e by IPP wad . .
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“he . The DOH suggested that the . computer modellng
- .- methodology to estimate emission: impacts. and’ the L
 methodology -to quantify fugitive emissions be rev1ewed
" Py the DOH prior to starting the impact analyses. _The

. Départment und_app“cpriatc consultant J.::L-J.Lt:acut.at..l.veb -

/;vw11l meet with the DOH as soon as practlcal to discuss '
-:'thls methodology.;eg : . : o : ;

'i;'__The Department w1ll prov1de the DOH with the 1atest’
- emission.control equipment design specificatlons and
:fthe subsequent Change Orders.l

s The Department will plan to provide the DOH w1th ,
. " compliance testing procedures from 60 to 90 days prior-
- to testing. Department and DOH representatives will
~ . participate in a pretest conference to discuss the.
testing at 1east 30 days prior to testing of Unit 1.

ke mhe Department will plan to provide the DOH with post-
construction emission impact monitoring procedures from
60 to 90 days prior to commerical start-up of Unit 1.

If you have any questlons or comments, please contact
Mr, Tlmothy L. Conkin on extension 5794.

| (atich, l lmg/

. PATRICK P, WONG
R Manager .
. Civil, Structural Engineering
' and Services

TLC: gp

cc: w/Attachment L co e o
Norman E. Nichols 2y . - N. F. Bassin
D. M. Pappe , g - Rokert E. Gentner
V. I.l. Pruett : : o D. W. FOWler
R. L. Nelson L , ~ D. J. Waters '
B. Campkell : SO Patrick P. Wong
IPP File - A . M. J. Nosanov
Robert C. Burt = v R, T. Pelote
H, J. Christie o S. A, Clark
L. J. Weidner L. A. Kerrigan
E. N. Friesen T. L. Conkin

J. J. Carnevale
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